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Rl VERSI DE WATER WORKS
Petition for Franchise and Rate | ncrease
Preheari ng Conference O der

ORDER NO 23,458

May 2, 2000

Appear ances: Brendon Cote for Riverside Water WorKks;

Lynmari e Cusack, Esg. on behalf of the Staff of the New
Hanpshire Public Uilities Conmm ssion.

l. BACKGROUND

On January 20, 2000, Riverside Water Works Inc.
(Company) filed a franchise petition and rate increase
petition with this Conm ssion. The Conpany is a 107-custoner
systemwith the majority of custonmers in Beecher Falls,
Vernont. The systemis owned by the Ethan Allan Furniture
pl ant in Beecher Falls. The Conpany al so serves approximtely
36 custoners in Stewartstown, NH  The system s well and punp
station are in Vernont but the storage tank is |ocated in New
Hanpshire. The system has been serving custoners in both
Vermont and New Hanpshire for decades and there is no other
water utility serving this area of New Hanpshire.

The Conpany contends that it has received approval
of the water system for the purpose of the franchise fromthe
Town of Stewartstown; has satisfied the requirenents of the

Water Supply & Pollution Control and Water Resources Division
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of the Departnent of Environmental Services; and has the
manageri al, |egal, technical and financial expertise to
operate the systemin the area sought. The Conpany has
al ready been granted authority to do business in Vernont.

On Oct ober 6, 1999, the Conpany filed a request to
permanently increase its rates by 4449% with the Vernont
Public Service Board (PSB). The PSB petition also requested
that the Conpany be allowed to introduce a netered-rate option
and a 1.5% | ate fee. The Vernont PSB opened Docket 6323. The
Ver mont Departnment of Public Service (DPS) investigated the
case and entered into a Stipulation, in April 2000, with the
Conpany regarding the rate increase. The DPS agreed that the
revenue requirenent and resulting rates agreed to by the
Conpany were just and reasonabl e.

The DPS/ Conpany stipul ation noted that the rates
currently in effect for the Conpany were | ast approved in
Decenber, 1984 and had not kept pace with rising costs and
pl ant investnent. Gven the |arge rate increase request the
DPS and Conpany agreed to a “phase-in” of the increase to

mtigate any adverse inpacts on Riverside s custoners. |If

1

Cal cul ations prepared by the Commi ssion's Finance Departnent show that
the requested increase is actually 344.44% A spreadsheet supporting

these cal cul ati ons was provi ded to Conpany representatives on April 18,
2000.
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approved, the phase-in will occur over a period of three
years.

The current annual rate, prior to the increase, is
$45.00. If the stipulation is approved the annual rate would
be increased to $100. 00, effective on service rendered July 1
2000 (effective date), to be billed October 1, 2000. On the
first anniversary of the effective date the annual rate woul d
be increased to $150.00; and on the second anniversary the
rate woul d be increased to $200.00.2 Annual rates would
continue to be billed quarterly, in arrears. The Vernont PBS
has yet to approve the stipul ation.

On April 18, 2000, a pre-hearing conference was held
here in New Hanpshire on the Conpany’s petition. Staff and the
Conpany presented their prelimnary positions relative to
whet her the granting of the franchise is for the public good
and whether a rate increase is proper in |light of the fact
that the Conpany is a multi-jurisdictional facility.

There were no requests for intervention at the Pre-
hearing Conference. The O fice of Consuner Advocate did not
appear.

On August 19, 2000, Staff submtted a recomended

2

The rates would go up as follows: $55 or 122.22% on 7/01/2000; $50 or
50% on 7/01/2001; $50 or 33.33%on 7/01/2002.
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joint proposal for procedural schedule to the Conmm ssion. The
proposal indicated that Staff and the Conpany believed a
relatively short schedul e could acconplish the goals of the
docket. The proposal suggested that the first goal was to
attenmpt settlenment of the docket with negotiations taking
pl ace before any formal discovery or testinmony. Only if the
case failed to settle would the procedural schedule call for
formal data requests and Staff and Conpany testinony.
I'1. POSITION OF THE PARTI ES

The Conpany asserted that it has been operating its
wat er systemin West Stewartstown, NH for 40 or 50 years and
has never experienced any major problenms with its custoners.
The Conpany noted that it is requesting the franchi se because
it has been brought to their attention that New Hanpshire | aw
requires that authority be granted by the PUC. The Conpany
contends the request for rate increase is reasonable given the
extrenely | ow annual rates the Conpany now charges for water.

Staff acknowl edged that the Conpany has been
operating its system for approximately the [ast five decades
and that the Conpany was really a subsidiary of the Ethan
Allan Furniture plant. Based on those circunstances Staff
woul d tentatively recomend approval given that it appears the

Conpany has the financial, technical and managerial capability
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to operate the system
Staff al so acknow edged that it was aware the
Conpany had entered into a stipulation with the DPS regarding
the rate increase. Staff also articul ated that perhaps the
Comm ssion should treat the case as it does other nulti-
jurisdictional facilities. Lastly, Staff did note that there
were sonme financial and systeminprovenent issues that needed
to be worked out before Staff would fully support the
Conpany’s petition. Staff suggested that these itens m ght be
wor ked out in the technical session that was schedul ed for
after the pre-hearing conference.
[11. COVM SSI ON ANALYSI S
RSA 374: 22 prohibits any business entity from

engaging in business as a public utility in this state
wi t hout first having obtained perm ssion and approval of the
Comm ssion. Such perm ssion is only granted when the
franchi se would be for the public good. It appears the
schedul e agreed to by Staff and the Conpany will allow us to
determ ne the public good. We therefore adopt the schedul e
submtted on April 19, 2000, nodified as follows:

Conpany status on suggested system i nprovenents 05/12/00

Settl ement Conference at Beecher Falls 05/ 31/ 00

Settl ement Agreenment to Conm ssion 06/ 07/ 00



DW 00- 011 - 6-
Hearing on Settlenment (to comence at 1:30 p.m) 06/19/00
We also find, if the case does not settle the foll ow ng

schedul e woul d be needed:

Staff Testinony 06/ 16/ 00
Conpany Data Requests 06/ 30/ 00
St af f Responses 07/ 14/ 00
Conpany Rebuttal Testi nony 07/ 28/ 00
Hearing on the Merits (to comence at 10:00 a.m) 08/ 08/ 00
This schedule will allow us to evaluate both the franchise

request and the request for rate increase.

We acknowl edge Staff’'s remark regardi ng our
eval uation process in multi-jurisdictional cases. W note
t hat our process has in the past been aided by the decision of
our neighboring state. For exanmple, in Re Fryeburg, after
reviewi ng the case, we adopted the rates set by the Mine
Comm ssi on, stating that the Maine deliberations and deci sion
of the Comm ssion were in the best interests of the New
Hampshire custonmers. In Re Fryeburg, 67 NH PUC 591 (1982); 78
NH PUC 28 (1993). We will be interested in the Vernont PSB' s
decision in the Riverside case before it; nonethel ess, our
reviewin this case will specifically | ook at the Conmpany’s
comm tnment to provide safe and adequate service to its New

Hanpshi re custoners.
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Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the procedural schedul e as descri bed
above i s adopt ed.

By order of the Public Utilities Comm ssion of New

Hampshire this second day of My, 2000.

Dougl as L. Patch Susan S. Geiger Nancy Brockway
Chai r man Conmi ssi oner Conmmi ssi oner

Attested by:

Thomas B. CGetz
Executive Director and Secretary



